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ABSTENTION. See Jurisdiction. 
ACCESS TO COURTS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2; VI, 1. 
ACCRUAL-BASIS TAXPAYERS. See Internal Revenue Code. 


ADULT BOOKSTORES. See Constitutional Law, X, 1; Criminal Law, 
2. 


ADVISORY JURIES IN CAPITAL SENTENCING PROCEEDINGS. 
See Constitutional Law, II, 2. 


AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN PROGRAM. 
See Social Security Act. 


ALIENS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1. 


“ALL EVENTS” TEST OF TREASURY REGULATIONS. See Inter- 
nal Revenue Code. 


ALL-MALE ORGANIZATIONS. See Constitutional Law, VIII; Judi- 
cial Review. 


ALLOTMENT OF INDIAN LANDS. See Constitutional Law, V; 
Standing to Sue, 3. 


ANTI-SEMITISM. See Civil Rights Act of 1866. 


ANTITRUST DIVISION OF DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. See 
Grand Juries. 


APPEAL BONDS. See Jurisdiction. 


APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL FOR INDIGENT DEFENDANTS. 
See Constitutional Law, IV, 2; VI, 1. 


APPOINTMENT OF SPECIAL PROSECUTORS IN CRIMINAL CON- 
TEMPT ACTIONS. See Criminal Contempt. 


ARABIAN ANCESTRY AS PROTECTING PERSON FROM RACIAL 
DISCRIMINATION. See Civil Rights Act of 1870; Statutes of 
Limitations, 1. 


ARBITRATORS’ AWARDS. See Stays. 
ARKANSAS. See Constitutional Law, X, 2; Standing to Sue, 1. 


ARMED FORCES. See Federal Tort Claims Act. 
1305 
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ARRESTEES. See Constitutional Law, IV, 3; VII. 
ARTICLE III OF CONSTITUTION. See Standing to Sue, 3. 
ASSAULT TO COMMIT MURDER. See Constitutional Law, XIII, 1. 


ASSESSMENT OF CIVIL PENALTIES UNDER CLEAN WATER 
ACT. See Constitutional Law, XI. 


ASSOCIATIONAL RIGHTS. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 
ATTORNEYS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2; VI, 1. 

BAIL REFORM ACT OF 1984. See Constitutional Law, IV, 3; VII. 
BONDS. See Jurisdiction. 

BREACH OF CONTRACT. See Jurisdiction. 


BUSINESS EXPENSES AS TAX DEDUCTIONS. See Internal Reve- 
nue Code. 


CALIFORNIA. See Constitutional Law, VIII; Judicial Review. 
CAPITAL MURDER. See Constitutional Law, XIII, 3. 
CAPITAL SENTENCES. See Constitutional Law, II, 1; VI, 2. 
CASE OR CONTROVERSY. See Standing to Sue, 3. 


CHALLENGES TO DEPORTATION ORDERS. See Constitutional 
Law, IV, 1. 


CHILD SUPPORT BY DISABLED VETERANS. See Constitutional 
Law, XIV. 


CIVIL DIVISION OF DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. See Grand 
Juries. 


CIVIL PENALTIES UNDER CLEAN WATER ACT. See Constitu- 
tional Law, XI. 


CIVIL RIGHTS. See Civil Rights Act of 1866; Civil Rights Act of 1870; 
Constitutional Law, VIII; Judicial Review; Statutes of Limita- 
tions, 1. 


CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1866. 


Racial discrimination—Jews.—Since Jews were among peoples consid- 
ered to be distinct races within protection of 42 U. S. C. § 1982 when it was 
passed, petitioners, a Jewish synagogue congregation and some of its mem- 
bers, could state a § 1982 claim of racial discrimination based on respond- 
ents’ alleged desecration of synagogue by painting anti-Semitic slogans, 
phrases, and symbols on outside walls, and were not foreclosed from stat- 
ing a cause of action simply because respondents were also part of what 
today is considered Caucasian race. Shaare-Tefila Congregation v. Cobb, 
p. 615. 
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CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1870. See also Statutes of Limitations, 1. 


Racial discrimination—Person of Arabian ancestry. —Title 42 U. S. C. 
§ 1981 may protect persons of Arabian ancestry from racial discrimination, 
and therefore if respondent professor in his action under § 1981 can prove 
that when petitioners denied him tenure he was subjected to intentional 
discrimination based on fact that he was born an Arab rather than solely on 
place or nation of his origin or religion, he will have made out a case under 
§ 1981; Congress intended § 1981 to protect from discrimination identifiable 
classes of persons who are subjected to intentional discrimination solely be- 
cause of their ancestry or eth aic characteristics, and fact that respondent 
might today be considered a Caucasian did not preclude him from maintain- 
ing suit against another Caucasian. Saint Francis College v. Al-Khazraji, 
p. 604. 


CLEAN WATER ACT. See Constitutional Law, XI. 


COAST GUARD HELICOPTER PILOTS. See Federal Tort Claims 
Act. 


CODEFENDANT’S CONFESSIONS. See Constitutional Law, XIII, 1, 
ys 


COLLATERAL CHALLENGES TO DEPORTATION ORDERS. See 
Constitutional Law, IV, 1. 


COLLATERAL POSTCONVICTION PROCEEDINGS. See Constitu- 
tional Law, IV, 2; VI, 1. 


COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING AGREEMENTS. See Labor Manage- 
ment Relations Act, 1947; Norris-LaGuardia Act; Statutes of Limi- 
tations, 2. 


COMMERCE CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, I. 


COMMON-LAW CAUSES OF ACTION. See Employee Retirement In- 
come Security Act of 1974. 


COMMUNITY STANDARDS IN DETERMINING OBSCENITY. See 
Constitutional Law, X, 1; Criminal Law, 2. 


CONCURRENT SENTENCE DOCTRINE. See Criminal Law, 1. 
CONFESSIONS. See Constitutional Law, XIII, 1, 2. 
CONFRONTATION CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, XIII, 1, 2. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. See also Judicial Review; Jurisdiction; 
Standing to Sue, 2, 3. 


I. Commerce Clause. 


State statute governing control shares in corporation. —Indiana statute 
protecting independent shareholders from coercive aspects of tender offers 
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by allowing them to vote as a group does not violate Commerce Clause, 
since statute’s limited effect on interstate commerce is justified by State’s 
interests in defining attributes of its corporations’ shares and in protecting 
shareholders. CTS Corp. v. Dynamics Corporation of America, p. 69. 


II. Cruel and Unusual Punishment. 


1. Death sentence—Disproportionality—Statistical study.—A statistical 
study indicating a risk that racial considerations entered into capital sen- 
tencing determinations in Georgia did not demonstrate that black petition- 
er’s death sentence for killing a white police officer during a store robbery 
violated Eighth Amendment; petitioner could not base a constitutional 
claim on an argument that his case differed from other cases in which de- 
fendanis did receive death penalty nor, absent a showing that Georgia cap- 
ital punishment system operated in an arbitrary and capricious manner, 
could he prove a constitutional violation by demonstrating that other de- 
fendants who might be similarly situated did not receive death penalty. 
McCleskey v. Kemp, p. 279. 


2. Death sentence—Mitigating circumstances. —Where in a postconvic- 
tion proceeding in which petitioner, who had been convicted of first-degree 
murder, was sentenced to death, trial judge instructed advisory jury not to 
consider, and himself refused to consider, evidence of mitigating circum- 


stances not specifically enumerated in Florida death penalty statute, such 
proceeding did not comport with requirement that sentencer may neither . 
refuse to consider nor be precluded from considering any relevant mitigat- 
ing evidence, and therefore petitioner’s death sentence could not stand. 
Hitchcock v. Dugger, p. 393. 


3. Felony murder—Reckless disregard for human life. — Although peti- 
tioners, who participated in events leading up to and following murder of 
four members of a family by petitioners’ father and another convict whom 
petitioners had helped escape from prison, neither intended to kill victims 
nor inflicted fatal wounds, record might support a finding that they had a 
culpable mental state of reckless indifference to human life warranting 
death sentences; Eighth Amendment does not prohibit death penalty as 
disproportionate in case of defendant whose participation in a felony that 
results in murder is major and whose mental state is one of reckless indif- 
ference. Tison v. Arizona, p. 137. 


III. Double Jeopardy. 


Incest—Sexual assault.—Double Jeopardy Clause did not prevent re- 
spondent’s trial on charge of sexually assaulting his ex-wife’s 12-year-old 
daughter where his prior conviction for incest based on same assault was 
not reversed on grounds related to guilt or innocence but on grounds that 
at tirne of assault incest statute did not apply to assaults against stepchil- 
dren and that amended statute under which respondent was tried had not 
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become effective until after assault, there was no suggestion that evidence 
at trial was insufficient to convict him, and State originally sought to try 
him for sexual assault but, at his behest, tried him instead for incest; more- 
over, Double Jeopardy Clause did not forbid retrial because respondent 
was convicted of nonexistent crime but, in fact, permits retrial after a con- 
viction is reversed because of a defect in charging instrument. Montana v. 
Hall, p. 400. 


IV. Due Process. 


1. Aliens—Deportation orders—Contestability in prosecution for iliegal 
reentry. —Since 8 U. S. C. § 1326, which makes it a felony for any deported 
alien to reenter United States, was not intended to make validity of de- 
portation order contestable in a § 1326 prosecution and thus effectively 
eliminated alien’s right to obtain judicial review of deportation order, due 
process requires that a collateral challenge to use of deportation proceed- 
ing as an element of a criminal offense be permitted; hence, deportation 
hearing of respondents, who were subsequently charged with violating 
§ 1326, was fundamentally unfair and violated due process where Immigra- 
tion Judge deprived respondents of their right to judicial review of de- 
portation orders by permitting waivers of right to appeal that were not re- 
sult of respondents’ considered or intelligent judgment. United States v. 
Mendoza-Lopez, p. 828. 


2. Convicted indigent defendant — Right to counsel in postconviction pro- 
ceedings. —Where indigent defendant, following affirmance of her second- 
degree murder conviction, brought postconviction proceedings in which 
trial court, as required by state law, appointed counsel to assist her and 
counsel, upon concluding that there were no arguable bases for collateral 
review, was granted permission to withdraw by court, which then dis- 
missed proceedings, procedures followed by trial counsel fully comported 
with fundamental fairness mandated by Due Process Clause of Fourteenth 
Amendment and he was not required to follow additional procedures that 
are required on direct appeal under Anders v. California, 386 U. S. 738. 
Pennsylvania v. Finley, p. 551. 


3. Fifth Amendment—Bail Reform Act of 1984—Facial unconstitu- 
tionality —Pretrial detention. —Given legitimate and compelling regulatory 
purpose and procedural protections of Bail Reform Act of 1984, § 3142(e) of 
Act, which authorizes pretrial detention of arrestees charged with certain 
felonies on ground of future dangerousness, is not facially invalid under 
Due Process Clause as against facial attack by respondents who were 
charged with racketeering activity and whose pretrial detention District 
Court had ordered under Act. United States v. Salerno, p. 739. 


4. Reinstatement of discharged employee—Failure to provide employer 
with evidence—Lack of evidentiary hearing.—In appellee trucking compa- 
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ny’s action seeking injunctive relief against reinstatement of a discharged 
employee and a declaratory judgment that § 405 of Surface Transportation 
Assistance Act of 1982—which forbids discharge of trucking industry em- 
ployees in retaliation for refusing to operate a vehicle that does not comply 
with safety standards or for filing complaints alleging such noncompli- 
ance—to extent it empowered Secretary of Labor to order temporary rein- 
statement without first conducting an evidentiary hearing deprived appel- 
lee of procedural due process under Fifth Amendment, District Court’s 
judgment is affirmed insofar as it held that Secretary’s preliminary rein- 
statement order was unconstitutionally imposed because appellee was not 
informed of evidence supporting employee’s complaint that he was dis- 
charged in retaliation for complaining of safety violations and that there- 
fore appellee was deprived of an opportunity to prepare a meaningful re- 
sponse, but is reversed insofar as it held § 405 unconstitutional to extent it 
did not provide appellee an evidentiary hearing before employee’s tempo- 
rary reinstatement could be ordered. Brock v. Roadway Express, Inc., 
p. 252. 


V. Eminent Domain. 


Fifth Amendment —Taking of Indians’ decedents’ land.—Original ver- 
sion of § 207 of Indian Land Consolidation Act of 1983, which provided that 
no fractional interests in Indian lands shall descend by intestacy or devise 
but, instead, shall escheat to tribe “if such interest represents 2 per centum 
or less of total acreage in such tract and has earned to its owner less than 
$100 in the proceeding year before it is due to escheat,” and made no provi- 
sion for compensation to owner of interests, effected a “taking” of appel- 
lees’ decedents’ property without just compensation. Hodel v. Irving, 
p. 704. 


VI. Equal Protection of the Laws. 


1. Convicted indigent defendant — Right to counsel in postconviction pro- 
ceedings. — Where indigent defendant, following affirmance of her second- 
degree murder conviction, brought postconviction proceedings in which 
trial court, as required by state law, appointed counsel to assist her and 
counsel, upon concluding that there were no arguable bases for collateral 
review, was granted permission to withdraw by court, which then dis- 
missed proceedings, there was no violation of equal protection guarantee of 
“meaninyful access” since by time defendant applied for postconviction re- 
lief she had been represented at trial and on direct appeal. Pennsylvania 
v. Finley, p. 551. 


2. Death sentence—Racial considerations —Statistical study.—A statis- 
tical study indicating a risk that racial considerations entered into capital 
sentencing determinations in Georgia did not establish that black petition- 
er’s death sentence for killing a white police officer during a store robbery 
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violated Equal Protection Clause of Fourteenth Amendment; petitioner of- 
fered no evidence specific to his own case to support an inference that ra- 
cial considerations played a part in his sentence, and statistical study was 
insufficient to support an inference that decisionmakers in his case acted 
with discriminatory purpose. McCleskey v. Kemp, p. 279. 


VII. Excessive Bail. 


Eighth Amendment —Bail Reform Act of 1984—Facial unconstitutional- 
ity—Pretrial detention. —Section 3142(e) of Bail Reform Act of 1984, which 
authorizes pretrial detention of arrestees charged with certain felonies on 
ground of future dangerousness, is not facially unconstitutional as violative 
of Excessive Bail Clause of Eighth Amendment, as against facial attack by 
respondents who were charged with racketeering activity and whose pre- 
trial detention District Court had ordered under Act. United States v. 
Salerno, p. 739. 


VIII. Freedom of Association. 


Membership in organization—Sex discrimination. —California statute 
that entitles all persons, regardless of sex, to full and equal accommoda- 
tions, advantages, facilities, privileges, and services in all business estab- 
lishments in State did not violate First Amendment by requiring California 
Rotary Clubs to admit women members, and statute’s application to local 
Rotary Clubs did not unduly interfere with Club members’ freedom of pri- 
vate association nor violate First Amendment right of expressive associa- 
tion. Board of Directors of Rotary International v. Rotary Club of 
Duarte, p. 537. 


IX. Freedom of Speech. 


Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938—“Political propaganda.” — 
Foreign Agents Registration Act’s use of term “political propaganda” to 
identify materials subject to Act’s registration, reporting, and disclosure 
requirements does not violate First Amendment, and therefore appellee 
California State Senator was not entitled to enjoin on constitutional 
grounds application of such term to Canadian films that he wanted to show. 
Meese v. Keene, p. 465. 


X. Freedom of the Press. 


1. Magazines—Obscenity—Jury instruction.—In Illinois state-court 
prosecutions of petitioners for selling allegedly obscene magazines, a jury 
instruction that directed jury to apply community standards in deciding 
whether magazines, taken as a whole, lacked serious literary, artistic, po- 
litical, or scientific value violated First Amendment; proper inquiry is not 
whether an ordinary member of any given community would find serious 
value in allegedly obscene material but whether a reasonable person would 
find such value in material taken as a whole. Pope v. Illinois, p. 497. 
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2. State tax on magazine sales—Discriminatory scheme.—Arkansas 
sales tax scheme that taxes general interest magazines, such as appel- 
lant’s, but exempts newspapers and religious, professional, trade, and 
sports journals, violates First Amendment’s freedom of press guarantee by 
discriminating against a small group of magazines, which are only maga- 
zines that pay tax. Arkansas Writers’ Project, Inc. v. Ragland, p. 221. 


XI. Right to Jury Trial. 


Action for civil penalties and injunction under Clean Water Act. —Sev- 
enth Amendment guaranteed petitioner real estate developer a jury trial 
to determine his liability in Government’s actions seeking civil penalties 
and injunctive relief for alleged violations of Clean Water Act, since such 
an action and remedies sought are more analogous to “[s]uits at common 
law” within meaning of Seventh Amendment than they are to cases tradi- 
tionally tried in courts of equity; but Seventh Amendment did not guaran- 
tee petitioner jury assessment of civil penalties, and fact that trial judge 
assessed penalties did not violate Amendment since assessment does not 
involve substance of common-law right to, nor a fundamental element of, a 
jury trial as is necessary to implicate Amendment. Tull v. United States, 
p. 412. 


XII. Self-incrimination. 


Miranda rights—Police “interrogation.”—Where, after respondent, 
while in custody for killing his son, refused to be questioned without a law- 
yer upon being advised of his Miranda rights, police allowed respondent’s 
wife to speak with him on condition an officer be present and had that offi- 
cer tape-record ensuing conversation between respondent and his wife, po- 
lice’s actions did not constitute an interrogation or its functional equivalent 
in violation of Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments, and, therefore, use of 
respondent’s statements to his wife at trial to rebut his insanity defense 
was constitutionally permissible. Arizona v. Mauro, p. 520. 


XIII. Sixth Amendment. 


1. Confrontation Clause—Codefendant’s confession. —Confrontation 
Clause is not violated by admission of a nontestifying codefendant’s confes- 
sion with a proper limiting instruction when, as in this case, confession was 
redacted to eliminate not only defendant’s name but any reference to her 
existence and became incriminating only when linked with evidence later 
introduced at joint murder trial. Richardson v. Marsh, p. 200. 


2. Confrontation Clause—Codefendant’s confession.—Where nontesti- 
fying codefendant’s confession facially incriminating defendant was not 
directly admissible against defendant, Confrontation Clause barred its ad- 
mission at their joint trial for felony murder, even if jury was instructed 
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not to consider it against defendant and defendant’s own confession was ad- 
mitted against him; although codefendant’s interlocking confession was in- 
admissible, defendant’s own confession could be considered in assessing 
whether codefendant’s statements were supported by sufficient “indicia of 
reliability” to be directly admissible against him (assuming codefendant’s 
“unavailability”) despite lack of an opportunity for cross-examination and 
on appeal in assessing whether Confrontation Clause violation was harm- 
less. Cruz v. New York, p. 186. 


3. Right to impartial jury—Capital murder—Death penalty—Errone- 
ous exclusion of juror.—In prosecution of petitioner for capital murder, 
venire member, who stated that she could reach guilty verdict and vote to 
impose death penalty, was clearly qualified to be seated as a juror under 
Witherspoon v. Illinois, 391 U. S. 510, and its progeny, and, thus, trial 
court was not authorized to exclude her for cause on prosecutor’s motion; 
Witherspoon violations constitute reversible constitutional error and can- 
not be subjected to harmless-error review. Gray v. Mississippi, p. 648. 


XIV. Supremacy Clause. 


State-court jurisdiction—Disabled veteran—Child support —Con- 
tempt.—Tennessee state court had jurisdiction to hold appellant disabled 
veteran in contempt for failing to pay child support, even if his only means 


of satisfying this obligation was to utilize veteran’s disability benefits re- 
ceived from Veterans’ Administration; Tennessee statute, as construed by 
state courts to authorize an award of such benefits as child support, was 
not pre-empted under Supremacy Clause, since it did not conflict with fed- 
eral law. Rose v. Rose, p. 619. 


CONTEMPT. See Constitutional Law, XIV; Criminal Contempt. 
CONTRACTS. See Jurisdiction. 

COURTS OF APPEALS. See Criminal Law, 1; Habeas Corpus, 2. 
CRIMINAL CONTEMPT. 


Special prosecutor. — Although district courts have authority to appoint 
private attorneys to prosecute criminal contempt actions, counsel for a 
party that is beneficiary of a court order may not be appointed to under- 
take criminal contempt prosecutions for alleged violations of that order; 
thus, District Court, after finding probable cause to believe petitioners 
were violating injunction prohibiting them from infringing respondent’s 
trademark, erred in appointing respondent’s attorneys as special counsel to 
represent Government in prosecution of criminal contempt action against 
petitioners. Young v. United States ex rel. Vuitton, p. 787. 
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CRIMINAL LAW. See also Constitutional Law, II; III; IV, 1-3; VI; 
VII; XII; XIII; Habeas Corpus, 2. 


1. Court of Appeals—Review of sentences —Sentences as concurrent. — 
Where petitioner, upon being found guilty of one count of conspiracy to 
possess cocaine with intent to distribute and two counts of possession with 
intent to distribute, was sentenced to concurrent prison terms on all three 
counts and to concurrent parole terms on two possession counts, and Dis- 
trict Court, pursuant to 18 U. S. C. §3018, also imposed $50 assessment on 
each count, petitioner was not in fact serving concurrent sentences since 
his liability to pay assessments depended on validity of each conviction; 
therefore, Court of Appeals should not have applied “concurrent sentence 
doctrine” in declining to review second possession conviction on ground 
that sentences on two possession counts were concurrent. Ray v. United 
States, p. 736. 


2. Obscenity convictions—Effect of erroneous jury instruction. —Peti- 
tioners’ convictions in Illinois state court for selling obscene magazines 
should stand despite erroneous instruction to jury to apply community 
standards in deciding whether magazines, taken as a whole, lacked serious 
literary, artistic, political, or scientific value, if Illinois Appellate Court on 
remand concludes that no rational juror, if properly instructed, could find 
“value” in magazines. Pope v. Illinois, p. 497. 


CRUEL AND UNUSUAL PUNISHMENT. See Constitutional Law, II; 
VI, 2. 


DANGER TO PUBLIC OF RELEASED PRISONERS. See Habeas 
Corpus, 2. 


DEATH PENALTY. See Constitutional Law, XIII, 3. 
DEATH SENTENCES. See Constitutional Law, II; VI, 2. 


DEDUCTION OF TAXPAYERS’ BUSINESS EXPENSES. See Inter- 
nal Revenue Code. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. See Grand Juries. 
DEPORTATION OF ALIENS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1. 


DESCENT AND DISTRIBUTION. See Constitutional Law, V; Stand- 
ing to Sue, 3. 


DESECRATION OF SYNAGOGUES. See Civil Rights Act of 1866. 
DETENTION HEARINGS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 3; VII. 


DISABILITY BENEFITS. See Employee Retirement Income Seca- 
rity Act of 1974. 


DISABLED VETERANS’ BENEFITS. See Constitutional Law, XIV. 
DISCHARGE OF EMPLOYEES. See Stays. 
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DISCHARGE OF TRUCKING INDUSTRY EMPLOYEES FOR RE- 
FUSING TO OPERATE UNSAFE VEHICLE. See Constitutional 
Law, IV, 4. 


DISCLOSURE OF GRAND JURY MATERIALS IN CIVIL SUIT. See 
Grand Juries. 


DISCRIMINATION AGAINST JEWS. See Civil Rights Act of 1866. 


DISCRIMINATION AGAINST PERSONS OF ARABIAN ANCESTRY. 
See Civil Rights Act of 1870; Statutes of Limitations, 1. 


DISCRIMINATORY STATE TAXATION OF RAILROAD PROP- 
ERTY. See Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory Reform Act 
of 1976. 


DISTRICT COURTS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 4; Criminal Con- 
tempt; Jurisdiction; Norris-LaGuardia Act. 


DOUBLE JEOPARDY. See Constitutional Law, III. 
DUE PROCESS. See Constitutional Law, IV; VI; VII. 


EIGHTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, II, 1, 3; IV, 3; VI, 
2; VII. 


EMINENT DOMAIN. See Constitutional Law, V; Standing to Sue, 3. 


EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PLANS. See Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974. 


EMPLOYEE MEDICAL CARE PLANS. See Internal Revenue Code. 


EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT INCOME SECURITY ACT OF 1974. 


1. State common-law action to recover benefits—Pre-emption. ERISA 
pre-empted employee’s state common-law suit against his employer’s in- 
surer for alleged improper processing of his claim for disability benefits 
under ERISA-regulated benefit plan, since asserted common-law causes of 
action “relate to” an employee benefit plan and therefore fall under 
ERISA’s pre-emption clause providing that ERISA supersedes all state 
laws insofar as they “relate to any employee benefit plan.” Pilot Life Ins. 
Co. v. Dedeaux, p. 41. 


2. State common-law action to recover benefits —Pre-emption—Removal 
to federal court.—ERISA pre-empted employee’s state common-law suit 
against his employer and its insurer for alleged improper processing of his 
claim for disability benefits under ERISA-regulated plan, since suit “re- 
late[s] to [an] employee benefit plan” under ERISA’s pre-emption clause 
and since, moreover, as a suit by a beneficiary to recover benefits from a 
covered plan, it fell directly under § 502(a)(1)(B) of ERISA, which provides 
exclusive federal cause of action for resolution of such disputes; suit was 
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Continued. 

removable to federal court under 28 U. S. C. § 1441(b). Metropolitan Life 

Ins. Co. v. Taylor, p. 58. 


EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEES. See Constitutional Law, IV, 4; 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974; Federal Tort 
Claims Act; Statutes of Limitations, 2; Stays. 


EMPLOYER’S DUTY TO PROVIDE SAFE WORKPLACE. See 
Labor Management Relations Act, 1947. 


EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS. See Constitutional Law, II, 
STV, 23 Vi. 

EVIDENCE. See Constitutional Law, IV, 4; XIII, 1, 2. 

EVIDENTIARY HEARINGS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 4. 

EXCESSIVE BAIL CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, IV, 3; VII. 


EXCLUSION OF JURORS IN CAPITAL CASES. See Constitutional 
Law, XIII, 3. 


EXCLUSION OF WOMEN FROM ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIP. 
See Constitutional Law, VIII; Judicial Review. 
EXHAUSTION OF STATE REMEDIES. See Habeas Corpus, 1. 


FACIAL UNCONSTITUTIONALITY. See Constitutional Law, IV, 3; 
VII. 


FAIR REPRESENTATION OF EMPLOYEES BY UNIONS. See 
Statutes of Limitations, 2. 


FEDERAL DISTRICT COURTS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 4; 
Norris-LaGuardia Act. 

FEDERAL INCOME TAXES. See Internal Revenue Code. 

FEDERAL RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE. See Habeas 
Corpus, 2. 

FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE. See Statutes of Limi- 
tations, 2. 

FEDERAL RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE. See Grand Juries. 


FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS. See Constitutional Law, I; XIV; 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974; Habeas Cor- 
pus; Jurisdiction; Labor Management Relations Act, 1947; Wil- 
liams Act. 


FEDERAL TORT CLAIMS ACT. 


Military service member’s death—Civilian employees’ negligence—Bar 
of action.—Doctrine under which Government has no liability under Act 
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for injuries to military service personnel arising out of, or in course of, ac- 
tivity incident to service barred an action under Act on behalf of Coast 
Guard helicopter pilot who was killed when helicopter crashed during res- 
cue mission, even if alleged negligence was by air traffic controllers, who 
were civilian Government employees. United States v. Johnson, p. 681. 


FELONY MURDER. See Constitutional Law, II, 3; XIII, 1, 2. 


FIFTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, III; IV, 3; V; VII; 
XII. 


FIRST AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, VIII; IX; X; Standing 
to Sue, 1, 2. 


FIRST-DEGREE MURDER. See Constitutional Law, II, 2. 
FLIGHT OF RELEASED PRISONERS. See Habeas Corpus, 2. 
FLORIDA. See Constitutional Law, II, 2. 


FOREIGN AGENTS REGISTRATION ACT OF 1938. See Constitu- 
tional Law, IX; Standing to Sue, 2. 


FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, II, 1; IV, 2; 
VI; XII; XIII, 3; Standing to Sue, 1. 


FRACTIONATION OF INDIAN LANDS. See Constitutional Law, V; 
Standing to Sue, 3. 


FREEDOM OF ASSOCIATION. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 


FREEDOM OF SPEECH. See Constitutional Law, [X; Standing to 
Sue, 2. 


FREEDOM OF THE PRESS. See Constitutional Law, X; Standing to 
Sue, 1. 


GENDER DISCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, VIII; Judi- 
cial Review. 


GEORGIA. See Constitutional Law, II, 1; VI, 2. 
GOVERNMENT ATTORNEYS. See Grand Juries. 


GOVERNMENT’S LIABILITY FOR INJURIES TO MILITARY PER- 
SONNEL. See Federal Tort Claims Act. 


GRAND JURIES. 


Grand jury materials — Use in civil phase of dispute.—There was a “par- 
ticularized need” under Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 6(e) for disclo- 
sure of grand jury materials to attorneys for Civil Division of Department 
of Justice and United States Attorney for use in a civil action against cor- 
porations with respect to whom grand jury convened by attorneys for 
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DOJ’s Antitrust Division had concluded that, although corporations had en- 
gaged in price fixing, criminal prosecution was not warranted; attorney 
who conducted criminal prosecution may make continued use of grand jury 
materials in civil phase of dispute without obtaining a court order to do so 
under Rule 6(e), which merely prohibits those who already have a legiti- 
mate access to grand jury material from revealing it to others not author- 
ized to receive it. United States v. John Doe, Ine. I, p. 102. 


HABEAS CORPUS. 


1. Exhaustion of state remedies—Waiver of nonexhaustion defense. — 
Where, in state prisoner’s appeal from Federal District Court’s dismissal of 
his habeas corpus petition on merits, State for first time interposed defense 
that prisoner had not exhausted his state remedies, Court of Appeals, 
rather than rejecting prisoner’s argument that nonexhaustion defense had 
been waived and simply holding that a nonexhaustion defense could not be 
waived, should have attempted to determine whether interests of justice 
would be better served by addressing merits of petition or by requiring ad- 
ditional state proceedings before doing so. Granberry v. Greer, p. 129. 


2. Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure 23(c) and (d)—Release of state 
prisoner pending appeal.—Under Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 
23(c)—which provides that, when a State appeals a federal district court 
decision granting a writ of habeas corpus to a state prisoner, he shall be 
released from custody unless district court or court of appeals orders other- 
wise—and Rule 23(d)—which states that initial orders issued pursuant to 
Rule 23(c) shall govern review in court of appeals unless for special reasons 
order is modified or an independent order is made—Court of Appeals was 
not restricted to considering only risk of respondent state prisoner’s flight 
in determining whether to release him pending appeal of District Court’s 
order granting him habeas corpus relief but could also consider such factors 
as prisoner’s danger to community if released, State’s interest in continu- 
ing custody and rehabilitation pending appeal, and prisoner’s substantial 
interest in release pending appeal. Hilton v. Braunskill, p. 770. 


HOSTILE STOCK TENDER OFFERS. See Constitutional Law, I; 
Williams Act. 


“HYBRID” SUITS BY EMPLOYEE AGAINST EMPLOYER AND 
UNION. See Statutes of Limitations, 2. 


IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY ACT. See Constitutional Law, 
ry,.1. 


IMPARTIAL JURIES. See Constitutional Law, XIII, 3. 
INCEST. See Constitutional Law, III. 
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INCOME TAXES. See Internal Revenue Code. 


INCOME UNDER AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHIL- 
DREN PROGRAM. See Social Security Act. 


INCRIMINATING STATEMENTS. See Constitutional Law, XII. 
INDIANA. See Constitutional Law, I; Williams Act. 


INDIAN LAND CONSOLIDATION ACT OF 1983. See Constitutional 
Law, V; Standing to Sue, 3. 


INDIANS. See Constitutional Law, V; Standing to Sue, 3. 


INDIGENT DEFENDANTS’ RIGHT TO COUNSEL. See Constitu- 
tional Law, IV, 2; VI, 1. 


INFRINGEMENT OF TRADEMARKS. See Criminal Contempt. 


INJUNCTIONS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 4; Norris-LaGuardia 
Act. 


INJUNCTIONS BY FEDERAL COURTS AGAINST STATE-COURT 
ACTIONS. See Jurisdiction. 


INSANITY DEFENSE. See Constitutional Law, XII. 


INSTRUCTIONS TO JURY IN OBSCENITY CASES. See Constitu- 
tional Law, X, 1; Criminal Law, 2. 


INSURED EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PLANS. See Employee Retire- 
ment Income Security Act of 1974. 


INTENT TO KILL. See Constitutional Law, II, 3. 
INTERLOCKING CONFESSIONS. See Constitutional Law, XIII, 2. 


INTERNAL REVENUE CODE. 


Estimate of obligation to pay for employees’ medical care—Deductibil- 
ity. —Where filing of claims was a condition precedent for respondent em- 
ployer’s liability to pay for employees’ medical care, employer, as accrual- 
basis taxpayer, could not deduct at close of taxable year an estimate of its 
obligation to pay for medical care during final quarter of year, claims for 
which had not been reported to employer; proposed deduction failed Treas- 
ury Regulations’ “all events” test because it depended on a mere estimate 
of employer’s liability based on events that had not occurred before close of 
taxable year. United States v. General Dynamics Corp., p. 239. 


INTERROGATIONS BY POLICE. See Constitutional Law, XII. 


JEWS AS SUBJECT TO RACIAL DISCRIMINATION. See Civil 
Rights Act of 1866. 


JOINT TRIALS. See Constitutional Law, XIII, 1, 2. 
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JUDICIAL REVIEW. See also Constitutional Law, IV, 1: Criminal 
Law, 1; Habeas Corpus, 2. 


Contentions not properly presented in courts below.—Supreme Court 
would not review contentions that California statute requiring California 
Rotary Clubs to admit women members is unconstitutionally vague and 
overbroad where contentions were not properly presented to state courts. 
Board of Directors of Rotary International v. Rotary Club of Duarte, 
p. 537. 


JURISDICTION. See also Constitutional Law, XIV; Norris- 
LaGuardia Act; Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory Reform 
Act of 1976. 


District Court—Injunction against state-court proceeding—Absten- 
tion. —Where (1) appellant oil company obtained a $10.53 billion jury ver- 
dict in its Texas state-court suit alleging that appellee oil company tor- 
tiously induced third oil company to breach its contract to sell its stock 
shares to appellant, (2) because appellee would be unable to comply with 
Texas law requiring that a judgment debtor post a supersedeas bond in at 
least amount of judgment, interest, and costs in order to prevent judgment 
creditor from obtaining a lien on debtor’s property, appellee filed suit in 
Federal District Court alleging that Texas proceeding violated its rights 
under Federal Constitution and statutes, and (3) appellee did not present 
such claims in state court, District Court should have abstained from ex- 
ercising jurisdiction instead of enjoining any action to enforce state-court 
judgment. Pennzoil Co. v. Texaco Inc., p. 1. 


JURY INSTRUCTIONS IN OBSCENITY CASES. See Constitutional 
Law, X, 1; Criminal Law, 2. 


JURY SELECTION. See Constitutional Law, XIII, 3. 


JURY TRIALS IN ACTIONS FOR CIVIL PENALTIES AND INJUNC- 
TION UNDER CLEAN WATER ACT. See Constitutional Law, 
XI. 


JUSTICE DEPARTMENT. See Grand Juries. 
LABOR DISPUTES. See Norris-LaGuardia Act. 
LABOR MANAGEMENT RELATIONS ACT, 1947. 


Unsafe workplace—Employee’s claim against unions—Pre-emption by 
Act—Statute of limitations.—State-law tort claim of respondent appren- 
tice employee, who was injured while assigned to a job that required tasks 
allegedly beyond scope of her training and experience, that petitioner un- 
ions had breached their duty to furnish safe workplace was not sufficiently 
independent of collective-bargaining agreement between unions and em- 
ployer to withstand pre-emptive force of § 301 of Act; if respondent’s suit is 
treated as a §301 claim, it must be determined whether claim is time 
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LABOR MANAGEMENT RELATIONS ACT, 1947—Continued. 


barred by applicable statute of limitations under federal law. Electrical 
Workers v. Hechler, p. 851. 


LABOR UNION’S DISCIPLINE OF SUPERVISOR-MEMBERS. See 
National Labor Relations Act. 


LABOR UNION’S DUTY OF FAIR REPRESENTATION. See Stat- 
utes of Limitations, 2. 


LABOR UNION’S DUTY TO PROVIDE SAFE WORKPLACE. See 
Labor Management Relations Act. 


LABOR UNION’S SECONDARY PICKETING RIGHTS. See Norris- 
LaGuardia Act. 


LIENS. See Jurisdiction. 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. See Labor Management Relations Act, 
1947; Statutes of Limitations. 


MAGAZINES AS OBSCENE. See Constitutional Law, X, 1; Criminal 
Law, 2. 


MAGAZINES AS SUBJECT TO STATE SALES TAXES. See Con- 
stitutional Law, X, 2; Standing to Sue, 1. 


MALE ORGANIZATIONS. See Constitutional Law, VIII; Judicial 
Review. 


MEMBERSHIP IN ORGANIZATIONS. See Constitutional Law, 
VIII; Judicial Review. 


MIRANDA RIGHTS. See Constitutional Law, XII. 


MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES IN CONSIDERING DEATH PEN- 
ALTY. See Constitutional Law, II, 2. 


MOTOR TRANSPORTATION INDUSTRY. See Constitutional Law, 
IV, 4. 


MURDER. See Constitutional Law, II, 2, 3; XIII, 1, 2. 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT. See also Statutes of Limita- 
tions, 2. 


Unfair labor practice—Union’s discipline of supervisor-members. —Re- 
spondent union did not violate § 8(b)(1)(B) of Act when it fined, for viola- 
tion of its constitution, supervisor-members who did not participate in 
collective bargaining and whose employers had no collective-bargaining 
agreement with union. NLRB v. Electrical Workers, p. 573. 


NEGLIGENCE. See Federal Tort Claims Act. 


NONEXHAUSTION OF STATE REMEDIES DEFENSE. See Habeas 
Corpus, 1. 
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NONTESTIFYING CODEFENDANT’S CONFESSIONS. See Con- 
stitutional Law, XIII, 1, 2. 


NORRIS-LAGUARDIA ACT. 


Railway labor dispute—Secondary picketing—Injunction—District 
Court’s jurisdiction.—Where respondent railroad employees’ union in a 
dispute over renewal of a collective-bargaining agreement with its em- 
ployer railroad, after instituting a lawful strike, extended its picketing to 
other railroads, including petitioners, Federal District Court had no juris- 
diction under Act to enjoin secondary picketing; under plain meaning of 
§ 13(¢) of Act —which defines “labor dispute” as including “any controversy 
concerning terms or conditions of employment . . . regardless of whether 
or not the disputants stand in the proximate relation of employer and em- 
ployee” —and § 13(a)—which provides that a case shall be held to “grow out 
of a labor dispute when the case involves persons who are engaged in the 
same industry”—respondent union’s dispute with primary employer was 
unquestionably a labor dispute and secondary activity against petitioners 
grew out of that dispute. Burlington Northern R. Co. v. Maintenance of 
Way Employes, p. 429. 


OBSCENITY. See Constitutional Law, X, 1; Criminal Law, 2. 


OKLAHOMA. See Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory Reform 
Act of 1976. 


OVERBREADTH OF STATUTES. See Judicial Review. 


OVERVALUATION OF RAILROAD PROPERTY FOR STATE TAX- 
ATION PURPOSES. See Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory 
Reform Act of 1976. 


PEREMPTORY CHALLENGES. See Constitutional Law, XIII, 3. 


PERSONAL INJURY AWARDS AS INCOME OR RESOURCES 
UNDER AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN 
PROGRAM. See Social Security Act. 


POLICE INTERROGATIONS. See Constitutional Law, XII. 


POLITICAL PROPAGANDA. See Constitutional Law, IX; Standing 
to Sue, 2. 


PORNOGRAPHY. See Constitutional Law, X, 1; Criminal Law, 2. 
POSTAL WORKERS. See Stays. 


POSTCONVICTION PROCEEDINGS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2; 
VI, 1. 


PRECLUSION FROM CONSIDERING MITIGATING CIRCUM- 
STANCES IN CONSIDERING DEATH PENALTY. See Constitu- 
tional Law, II, 2. 
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PRE-EMPTION OF STATE LAW BY FEDERAL LAW. See Constitu- 
tional Law, XIV; Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974; Labor Management Relations Act, 1947; Williams Act. 


PRETRIAL DETENTION HEARINGS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 
3; VII. 


PRICE FIXING. See Grand Juries. 
PRISONERS. See Habeas Corpus. 


PRIVATE ATTORNEYS AS PROSECUTORS OF CRIMINAL CON- 
TEMPT ACTIONS. See Criminal Contempt. 


PRIVILEGE AGAINST SELF-INCRIMINATION. See Constitutional 
Law, XII. 


PRUDENTIAL STANDING DOCTRINE. See Standing to Sue, 3. 
PUBLIC EMPLOYEES. See Federal Tort Claims Act; Stays. 


RACIAL DISCRIMINATION AGAINST JEWS. See Civil Rights Act 
of 1866. 


RACIAL DISCRIMINATION AGAINST PERSONS OF ARABIAN AN- 
CESTRY. See Civil Rights Act of 1870; Statutes of Limitations, 1. 


RACIAL DISCRIMINATION IN CAPITAL SENTENCING DETER- 
MINATIONS. See Constitutional Law, II, 1; VI, 2. 


RAILROAD REVITALIZATION AND REGULATORY REFORM ACT 
OF 1976. 


State taxation of railroad property—Federal-court review of alleged 
overvaluation. —Section 306(b)(1) of Act —which provides that a State may 
not assess railroad property at a value that has a higher ratio to true mar- 
ket value than a ratio that assessed value of other commercial and industry 
property in same assessment jurisdiction has to true market value of other 
commercial and industrial property—permitted Federal District Court to 
review petitioner railroad’s claim that respondent Oklahoma taxation au- 
thorities overvalued its property; § 306(b)(1)’s language makes it clear that 
in order to compare actual assessment ratios applicable to railroad prop- 
erty and to other commercial and industrial property, it is necessary to de- 
termine what “true market values” are. Burlington Northern R. Co. v. 
Oklahoma Tax Comm’n, p. 454. 


RAILWAY LABOR ACT. See Statutes of Limitations, 2. 
RAILWAY LABOR DISPUTES. See Norris-LaGuardia Act. 


RECKLESS DISREGARD FOR HUMAN LIFE. See Constitutional 
Law, II, 3. 


REDACTED CONFESSIONS. See Constitutional Law, XIII, 1. 
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REFUSAL TO CONSIDER MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES IN CON- 
SIDERING DEATH PENALTY. See Constitutional Law, II, 2. 


REINSTATEMENT OF DISCHARGED EMPLOYEES. See Constitu- 
tional Law, IV, 4; Stays. 


REINSTATEMENT OF TRUCKING INDUSTRY EMPLOYEES DIS- 
CHARGED FOR REFUSING TO OPERATE UNSAFE VEHICLE. 
See Constitutional Law, IV, 4. 


RELEASE OF PRISONERS PENDING APPEAL OF RELEASE OR- 
DERS. See Habeas Corpus, 2. 


RESERVE ACCOUNT FOR EMPLOYEES’ ESTIMATED MEDICAL 
CARE EXPENSES AS TAX DEDUCTION. See Internal Revenue 
Code. 


RESOURCES UNDER AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT 
CHILDREN PROGRAM. See Social Security Act. 


RETALIATORY DISCHARGES OF TRUCKING INDUSTRY EM- 
PLOYEES FOR REFUSING TO OPERATE UNSAFE VEHICLE. 
See Constitutional Law, IV, 4. 


RETROACTIVITY. See Statutes of Limitations, 1. 


RIGHT OF ASSOCIATION. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 


RIGHT TO COUNSEL IN POSTCONVICTION PROCEEDINGS. See 
Constitutional Law, IV, 2; VI, 1. 


RIGHT TO IMPARTIAL JURY. See Constitutional Law, XIII, 3. 


RIGHT TO JURY TRIAL IN ACTIONS FOR CIVIL PENALTIES AND 
INJUNCTION UNDER CLEAN WATER ACT. See Constitutional 
Law, XI. 


RISKS POSED BY RELEASED PRISONER. See Habeas Corpus, 2. 
ROTARY CLUBS. See Constitutional Law, VIII; Judicial Review. 


SALE OF OBSCENE MATERIALS. See Constitutional Law, X, 1; 
Criminal Law, 2. 


SALES TAXES. See Constitutional Law, X, 2; Standing to Sue, 1. 
SECONDARY PICKETING. See Norris-LaGuardia Act. 


SECURITIES REGULATION. See Constitutional Law, I; Williams 
Act. 


SELF-INCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, XII. 
SENTENCES. See Criminal! Law, 1. 
SEVENTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, XI. 
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SEX DISCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, VIII; Judicial 
Review. 


SEXUAL ASSAULTS. See Constitutional Law, III. 
SHAREHOLDERS. See Constitutional Law, I; Williams Act. 
SIXTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, XIII. 


SOCIAL SECURITY ACT. 


Aid to Families with Dependent Children program—Personal injury 
awards as income.—In class action brought by personal injury award re- 
cipients who were rendered ineligible for AFDC benefits under Virginia 
regulations that treated personal injury awards but not property damage 
awards as income rather than resources, Court of Appeals’ judgment af- 
firming District Court’s summary judgment for class on grounds that com- 
mon meaning of “income” precluded application of term to personal injury 
awards and that it was irrational to treat such awards as income while 
treating property damage awards as resources, is reversed. Lukhard v. 
Reed, p. 368. 


SPECIAL PROSECUTORS IN CRIMINAL CONTEMPT ACTIONS. 
See Criminal Contempt. 


STANDING TO SUE. 


1. Challenge to state sales tax— Personal stake in outcome. — Appellant 
publisher of general interest magazine had standing to challenge Arkansas 
sales tax scheme that taxes general interest magazines but exempts news- 
papers and religious, professional, trade, and sports journals where appel- 
lant alleged a sufficient personal stake in litigation’s outcome in that State 
Supreme Court’s holding that even if exemption for other publications fell 
as discriminatory, appellant would still be subject to tax stood as a total 
bar to appellant’s relief so that its constitutional attack under First and 
Fourteenth Amendments held only promise of escape from burden imposed 
by challenged tax scheme. Arkansas Writers’ Project, Inc. v. Ragland, 
p. 221. 


2. Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938—Political propaganda— 
First Amendment.— Appellee California State Senator, in his action to en- 
join application to Canadian films that he wanted to show of term “political 
propaganda” used by Foreign Agents Registration Act to identify materi- 
als subject to Act’s registration, reporting, and disclosure requirements, 
had standing to challenge such use as a violation of First Amendment 
where identification of films as “political propaganda” threatened to cause 
appellee cognizable injury in that his exhibition of films would substantially 
harm his chances for reelection and adversely affect his reputation in com- 
munity. Meese v. Keene, p. 465. 
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STANDING TO SUE—Continued. 


3. Indian tribe members—Challenge to statute depriving them of land 
interest.—Appellee members of Indian Tribe had standing to challenge 
original version of § 207 of Indian Land Consolidation Act of 1983, which 
deprived them of fractional interests in lands that they otherwise would 
have inherited; this was sufficient injury-in-fact to satisfy case-or- 
controversy requirement of Article III of Constitution, and, moreover, 
concerns of prudential standing doctrine were also satisfied even though 
appellees did not assert that their own property rights had been taken un- 
constitutionally but rather that their decedents’ right to pass property at 
death had been taken. Hodel v. Irving, p. 704. 


STATE COMMON-LAW ACTIONS. See Employee Retirement In- 
come Security Act of 1974. 


STATE PRISONERS. See Habeas Corpus. 


STATE REGULATIONS UNDER AID TO FAMILIES WITH DE- 
PENDENT CHILDREN PROGRAM. See Social Security Act. 


STATE SALES TAXES. See Constitutional Law, X, 2; Standing to 
Sue, 1. 


STATE TAXATION OF RAILROAD PROPERTY. See Railroad Re- 
vitalization and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976. 


STATISTICAL STUDIES OF DEATH SENTENCES. See Constitu- 
tional Law, II, 1; VI, 2. 


STATUTES OF LIMITATIONS. See also Labor Management Rela- 
tions Act, 1947. 


1. Action under 42 U.S.C. §1981.—Respondent professor’s action 
against petitioners, his former employer college and its tenure committee, 
alleging that by denying him tenure nearly three years before they had dis- 
criminated against him on basis of his Arabian race in violation of 42 
U. S. C. § 1981, was not time barred where, when respondent filed suit, it 
was clearly established in Third Circuit that a § 1981 plaintiff under Penn- 
sylvania statute of limitations had six years to bring an action so that it 
would be inequitable to apply retroactively Third Circuit decision overrul- 
ing earlier decisions and applying Pennsylvania 2-year personal-injury 
statute of limitations rather than 6-year statute of limitations. Saint 
Francis College v. Al-Khazraji, p. 604. 


2. Employee’s “hybrid” action—Breach of collective-bargaining agree- 
ment and duty of fair representation—Filing of complaint — Borrowed stat- 
ute of limitations. —Where, in employee’s “hybrid” action under Railway 
Labor Act against his employer for alleged breach of collective-bargaining 
agreement and against his union and his union representative for alleged 
breach of their duty of fair representation, District Court borrowed 6- 
month statute of limitations of § 10(b) of National Labor Relations Act, ac- 
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STATUTES OF LIMITATIONS— Continued. 

tion was timely commenced since complaint was filed within six months of 
alleged breach of fair representation in accordance with Federal Rule of 
Civil Procedure 3, even though summonses and complaints were not mailed 
nor service acknowedgments made within 6-month period as required by 
§10(b). West v. Conrail, p. 35. 


STAYS. 


Arbitrator’s award—Reinstatement of postal worker.—Application to 
stay Court of Appeals’ mandate enforcing an arbitrator’s award requiring 
reinstatement of postal worker who was discharged after being convicted 
of unlawful delay of mail, is granted. United States Postal Service v. Let- 
ter Carriers (REHNQUIST, C. J., in chambers), p. 1301. 


STOCK TENDER OFFERS. See Constitutional Law, I; Williams Act. 


“SUITS AT COMMON LAW” UNDER SEVENTH AMENDMENT. 
See Constitutional Law, XI. 


SUPERSEDEAS BONDS. See Jurisdiction. 


SUPERVISOR-MEMBERS OF UNION AS SUBJECT TO UNION DIS- 
CIPLINE. See National Labor Relations Act. 


SUPREMACY CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, XIV. 


SURFACE TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1982. See 
Constitutional Law, iV, 4. 


SYNAGOGUES. See Civil Rights Act of 1866. 


TAKING OF PROPERTY WITHOUT JUST COMPENSATION. See 
Constitutional Law, V. 


TAXATION OF RAILROAD PROPERTY. See Railroad Revitaliza- 
tion and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976. 


TAX DEDUCTIONS OF BUSINESS EXPENSES. See Internal Reve- 
nue Code. 


TAXES. See Constitutional Law, X, 2; Internal Revenue Code; Stand- 
ing to Sue, 1. 


TENDER OFFERS. See Constitutional Law, I; Williams Act. 
TENNESSEE. See Constitutional Law, XIV. 
TEXAS. See Jurisdiction. 


TORTIOUS INDUCEMENT TO BREACH CONTRACT. See 
Jurisdiction. 


TRADEMARKS. See Criminal Contempt. 
TREASURY REGULATIONS. See Internal Revenue Code. 
TRUCKING INDUSTRY. See Constitutional Law, IV, 4. 
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UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES. See National Labor Relations Act. 


UNION’S DISCIPLINE OF SUPERVISOR-MEMBERS. See National 
Labor Relations Act. 


UNION’S DUTY OF FAIR REPRESENTATION. See Statutes of 
Limitations, 2. 


UNION’S DUTY TO PROVIDE SAFE WORKPLACE. See Labor 
Management Relations Act, 1947. 


UNION’S SECONDARY PICKETING RIGHTS. See Norris- 
LaGuardia Act. 


UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS. See Grand Juries. 
VAGUENESS OF STATUTES. See Judicial Review. 


VALUE IN DETERMINING OBSCENITY. See Constitutional Law, 
X, 1; Criminal Law, 2. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION. See Constitutional Law, XIV. 
VETERANS’ BENEFITS. See Constitutional Law, XIV. 
VIRGINIA. See Social Security Act. 


WAIVER OF NONEXHAUSTION OF STATE REMEDIES DE- 
FENSE. See Habeas Corpus, 1. 


WILLIAMS ACT. 


State statute governing control shares in corporation—Pre-emption by 
Williams Act.—Indiana statute protecting independent shareholders from 
coercive aspects of tender offers by allowing them to vote as a group is con- 
sistent with provisions and purposes of Williams Act and is not pre-empted 
thereby. CTS Corp. v. Dynamics Corporation of America, p. 69. 


WOMEN’S RIGHTS TO ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIP. See Con- 
stitutional Law, VIII; Judicial Review. 
WORDS AND PHRASES. 


1. “Labor dispute.” § 18(c), Norris-LaGuardia Act, 29 U. S. C. §113(e). 
Burlington Northern R. Co. v. Maintenance of Way Employes, p. 429. 


2. “Relate to any employee benefit plan.” §514(a), Employee Retire- 
ment Income Security Act of 1974, 29 U. S. C. §1144(a). Pilot Life Ins. 
Co. v. Dedeaux, p. 41; Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. v. Taylor, p. 58. 


3. “Suits at common law.” Seventh Amendment. Tull v. United 
States, p. 412. 


WRONGFUL DEATH. See Federal Tort Claims Act. 
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